We believe that none of the comments made by Anderson & Gallup (1997) diminish the force of our significant mirror test results on cotton-top tamarins, Saguinus oedipus, and the implications we draw from them. Furthermore, their critique suggests that a number of subtle, yet critical features of our experiment have been misunderstood. Consequently, we briefly reiterate some of the key design elements in our response, but urge the interested reader to see our original paper (Hauser et al. 1995) .
Experimental Procedures and Data Analysis
Anderson & Gallup claim that we did not mention the fact that 'the original mark test was devised to verify what appeared obvious from earlier behaviour in the presence of the mirror, namely self-recognition as indicated by spontaneous use of the reflection to inspect otherwise visually inaccessible body parts'. The introductory paragraph of our original paper reads (page 10 811): 'Having observed chimpanzees use a mirror for self-directed behaviour, he [Gallup] developed an experimental procedure to test formally for self-recognition'. Anderson & Gallup appear to consider the pre-experimental observations of potential mirror-guided self-directed behaviour to be a critical component of the mirror dye-mark test. Although such observations are potentially significant, they are not critical for demonstrating self-directed behaviour. We believe that the controlled version of the mirror dyemark test that we implemented is sufficient to demonstrate mirror-mediated self-directed behaviour.
Salience
Salience is a complex problem, with many different components that have yet to be tested formally. For example, previous tests of salience were not, as far as we know, sensitive to morphological features that may be critical in species identification. In our experiment, we systematically altered the colour of the cotton-top tamarins' white hair. Although there are many species of tamarins, only the cotton-top has a massive tuft of white hair on the top of its head. In contrast to Anderson & Gallup's conclusions, the positive results from our experiment show that it is incorrect to dismiss salience as an important factor in a species' ability to pass the mirror test. Furthermore, salience was manipulated systematically in our tamarin experiment. Results showed that the traditional Gallup dye-mark was insufficiently salient to produce mirror-mediated head-touching or increased mirror-directed staring by the tamarins, but colour-dyed hair was. This direct test of salience was a primary component of our experimental design.
Scoring
Anderson & Gallup suggest that the details of our scoring procedure were too vague, thus making the interpretation unclear. Mirrormediated body and head touching were operationally defined as follows. An animal was facing and staring into a mirror. The animal then touched a part of its body or a part of its head while continuing to face and stare into the mirror. When a tamarin touched its body while looking in the mirror, it was sitting on the nestbox or branch adjacent to the mirror and was 0-1 m away from the mirror. Even though these measures of behaviour are not elaborate, they are clear and cannot be 'meaningless', especially given the pattern of results obtained. Using these definitions, two independent observers (neither
